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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Claims 1 -25 are pending. 



Claim Objections 

2. Claims 1 and 23 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. As per claim 1 , line 2: "local area network" should be "a local area 
network". 

b. As per claim 1 , line 2: "wide area network" should be "a wide area 
network". 

c. As per claim 23, line 2: "have to redirected" should be "have to be 
redirected". 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim1,6,13-14,16, 19,25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "said modification" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/71 1 ,808 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2168 

Claim 6 recites the limitation "said network" in line 1 . There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 13 recites the limitation "the old RID" in line 3. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 14 recites the limitation "the old RID" in line 3. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 16 recites the limitation "said network" in line 1 . There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 19 recites the limitation "said Redirection Hash Table" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 19 recites the limitation "the correct Version Hash Table entry" in line 2. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 23 recites the limitation "favors" in line 1 . This limitation is vague and not 
descriptive of exactly what "favors" means or entails. 

Claim 25 recites the limitation "said modification" in line 7. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The claims do not recite a practical application 
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by producing a physical transformation or producing a useful, concrete, and tangible 
result. To perform a physical transformation, the claimed invention must transform an 
article or physical object into a different state or thing. Transformation of data is not a 
physical transformation. A useful, concrete, and tangible result must be either 
specifically recited in the claim or flow inherently therefrom. To be useful the claimed 
invention must establish a specific, substantial, and credible utility. To be concrete the 
claimed invention must be able to produce the same results given the same initial 
starting conditions. To be tangible the claimed invention must produce a practical 
application or real world result. In this case the claims fail to perform a physical 
transformation because the claims are directed to operating on data. The claims are 
useful and concrete, but they fail to producfca tangible result because no results are 
written to non-volatile media or, for example, reported to a user. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
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were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claims 1-7,9-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ganesh et al. (' Ganesh ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,957,236 B1) in view of Odom et 
aL (' Odom ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,51 6,320 B1 ). 

As per claim 1 , Ganesh teaches 

A method for versioning in a storage architecture that manages node ranges, 
said method comprising: (see abstract) 

a. receiving a node modification request from a database system; (transaction to 
modify, column 8, lines 26-30) 

b. copying, to a storage, a node range to which said modification is to be made; 
(copy loaded, column 4, lines 61-65) 

c. labeling said copied node range with an identifier; and wherein said labeled 
node range is beatable via said identifier, (version information, column 4, lines 41-54) 

Ganesh does not explicitly indicate "and a hash on said node range." 
However, Odom discloses "and a hash on said node range" (dynamic hash 
includes variable number of entries, column 4, lines 45-64). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Ganesh and Odom because using the steps of "and a 
hash on said node range" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve 
the invention by increasing the speed of access. This gives the user the advantage of 
not having to wait long periods for results. 

As per claim 2, Ganesh teaches 

said identifier is any of the following: a timestamp or a LSN. (column 4, lines 41- 

54) 

As per claim 3, Ganesh teaches 

said storage is a transient storage, (column 4, lines 61-65) 
As per claim 4, Ganesh teaches 

said node modification request is any of the following: a node insertion request, a 
node update request, or a node deletion request, (column 8, lines 26-30) 

As per claim 5, Ganesh teaches 

wherein said method is implemented across networks, (column 12, lines 2-13) 



As per claim 6, Ganesh teaches 
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said network is any of the following: local area network, wide area network, or the 
Internet, (column 12, lines 2-13) 

As per claim 7, 

Ganesh does not explicitly indicate "said node ranges are associated with 
hierarchical node data that is derived from any of: a structured document, a computer 
network, or a directory file system." 

However, Odom discloses "said node ranges are associated with hierarchical 
node data that is derived from any of: a structured document, a computer network, or a 
directory file system" (column 8, lines 57-66). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Ganesh and Odom because using the steps of "said 
node ranges are associated with hierarchical node data that is derived from any of: a 
structured document, a computer network, or a directory file system" would have given 
those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by allowing many different 
structures to be used. This gives the user the advantage of being able to utilize the 
method on a variety of structures. 

As per claim 9, Ganesh teaches 

A method for versioning in a storage architecture that manages node ranges via 
a node id range index, said each node assigned a node id value and a set of nodes 
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forming a node range, each entry in said node id range index pointing to a node range 
and its range identifier, RID, said method comprising: (see abstract and background) 

a. receiving a node modification request for a range; (transaction to modify, 
column 8, lines 26-30) 

b. shadowing nodes ... based on RID; (copy loaded, column 4, lines 61-65) 

c. assigning a time identifier to copies of said range; wherein a node in said 
shadowed range is locatable via said time identifier and RIDs. (version information and 
time, column 4, lines 41-54) 

Ganesh does not explicitly indicate "in said range to a Version Hash Table" 
However, Odom discloses "in said range to a Version Hash Table" (dynamic 
hash includes variable number of entries, column 4, lines 45-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Ganesh and Odom because using the steps of "in said 
range to a Version Hash Table" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to 
improve the invention by increasing the speed of access. This gives the user the 
advantage of not having to wait long periods for results. 

As per claim 10, Ganesh teaches 

said time identifier is any of the following: timestamp or LSN. (column 4, lines 41- 

54) 



As per claim 1 1 , Ganesh teaches 
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new readers, after a modification, access current nodes through a new RID. 
(column 4, line 61 through column 5, line 8) 

As per claim 12, Ganesh teaches 

previous readers access old nodes via the same RID ... to locate the shadowed 
copy, (column 4, line 61 through column 5, line 8) 

Ganesh does not explicitly indicate "and hashing the same RID ... in said Version 
Hash Table." 

However, Odom discloses "and hashing the same RID ... in said Version Hash 
Table" (column 4, lines 45-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Ganesh and Odom because using the steps of "and 
hashing the same RID ... in said Version Hash Table" would have given those skilled in 
the art the tools to improve the invention by increasing the speed of access. This gives 
the user the advantage of not having to wait long periods for results. 

As per claim 13, Ganesh teaches 

when modifications cause nodes in a range to be moved to a new RID, previous 
readers are redirected from the new RID to the old RID (column 4, line 61 through 
column 5, line 8). 

Ganesh does not explicitly indicate "via a Redirection Hash Table." 
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However, Odom discloses "via a Redirection Hash Table" (column 4, lines 45- 

64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Ganesh and Odom because using the steps of "via a 
Redirection Hash Table" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve 
the invention by increasing the speed of access. This gives the user the advantage of 
not having to wait long periods for results. 

As per claim 14, Ganesh teaches 

when modifications cause nodes in a range to be moved to a new RID, previous 
readers are redirected from the new RID to the old RID via an index that describes 
where old versions are (column 4, line 61 through column 5, line 8). 

Ganesh does not explicitly indicate "in said Version Hash Table." 

However, Odom discloses "in said Version Hash Table" (column 4, lines 45-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Ganesh and Odom because using the steps of "in said 
Version Hash Table" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the 
invention by increasing the speed of access. This gives the user the advantage of not 
having to wait long periods for results. 

As per claim 15, Ganesh teaches 

said shadowed nodes are copied to a transient storage, (column 4, lines 61-65) 
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As per claims 1 6-1 7, Ganesh teaches 

These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 5-6 and are similarly rejected. 

As per claim 18, Ganesh teaches 

for range deletions, the range being deleted is moved to reserved RID 
.sub.RIDFF. (column 4, lines 54-60) 

» 

As per claim 19, 

Ganesh does not explicitly indicate "a reader hashes said Redirection Hash 
Table on .sub.RIDFF to find the correct Version Hash Table entry." 

However, Odom discloses "a reader hashes said Redirection Hash Table on 
.sub.RIDFF to find the correct Version Hash Table entry" (column 4, lines 45-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Ganesh and Odom because using the steps of "a 
reader hashes said Redirection Hash Table on .sub.RIDFF to find the correct Version 
Hash Table entry" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the 
invention by increasing the speed of access. This gives the user the advantage of not 
having to wait long periods for results. 

As per claims 20-21 , Ganesh teaches 
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These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 7-8 and are similarly rejected. 

As per claim 22, Ganesh teaches 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 4 and is similarly rejected. 

As per claim 23, Ganesh teaches 

said method favors new readers over old readers as old readers have to 
redirected to shadowed storage, (column 8, lines 40-47) 

As per claim 24, Ganesh teaches 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 9 and is similarly rejected. 

As per claim 25, Ganesh teaches 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 1 and is similarly rejected. 



7. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ganesh 
et al. (' Ganesh ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,957,236 B1 ) in view of Qdom et al. 
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(' Odom ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,516,320 B1) and further in view of Chang et al. 
('Chans' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,584,459). 

As per claim 8, 

Ganesh does not explicitly indicate "said structured document is an XML 
document." 

However, Chang discloses "said structured document is an XML document" 
(column 3, lines 48-60). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Ganesh t Odom and Chang because using the steps of 
"said structured document is an XML document" would have given those skilled in the 
art the tools to improve the invention by improving interoperability. This gives the user 
the advantage of being able to use the format across platforms. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record, listed on form PTO-892, and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jay A. Morrison whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
71 12. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo can be reached on (571 ) 272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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